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/ Operation MacArthur: The attempt to bring about a MscAsthar iesTaration for the Eisenhower 
candidacy has reached the stage where it is referred to — in high GOP circles — as “Operation 


MacArthur”. After our report on this development last week, other publicists have offered various 
versions of the matter. 


The development of such an operation was inevitable, as HUMAN EVENTS was the first to point 
out (on September 17). At that time, we said that the then recent Taft announcement of support for 
Ike was not enough . . . “a fractional, partial, untested thing”, giving “‘courage to the politicos, but 
leaving the average voter tepid”, and Ike “must next win over his old military mentor”. 

The immediate impetus for the operation is bedded in highly practical voting considerations. While 
MacArthur has abjured all the movements nominating him for the Presidency and none of these amount 
to much on a national scale, there is one state, Texas, where his name is on the ballot and where the 
vote may come to as much as 25,000. In that state, Ike’s partisans are putting up a terrific battle, 
aided by Democratic Governor Shivers and other prominent members of the Democratic Party who 
oppose “Trumanism”. Few venture a positive guess as to the outcome; all agree that if Ike wins, 


it will be a close victory. Hence, the Ike managers have good reason to seek an endorsement from 
MacArthur to get a switch of those 25,000 votes. 


This explains why, although initial efforts to arrange a “deal” between the two generals have (up to this 
date of writing) failed, the Ike managers persist in trying. High members of the Republican National 
Committee, members of Congress and (according to some reports) even ex-President Herbert Hoover, 
have all sought to interest MacArthur in an endorsement. 


One report, circulated by sources long critical of MacArthur, has it that the General laid down 
one condition — that Eisenhower must make the overture himself, and must call on him in his apartment 
in the Waldorf; and that Ike has refused to do. 

According to our information, this version is incorrect. MacArthur has not laid down any such 
condition. He has, however, been wearied of calls from various emissaries who wish to “fix things up”, 
and he insists that the only sensible course is to arrange a personal meeting of the two principals. 
No misunderstanding would be then possible. The locale of such a meeting is of small importance, 
and there’s no question of who calls on whom or where. 

One condition reportedly laid down by MacArthur is interesting, although we have been unable to 
obtain confirmation on it. It is this: that MacArthur will come out for Ike, providing Ike endorses 
MacArthur’s famous keynote speech given at the Republican Convention last July 7. Reportedly Ike 
has rejected this demand. 


Moscow Choice: Experts who study every issue of the Daily Worker as it appears say that the 
Kremlin obviously prefers Stevenson to Eisenhower. That does not mean that the Communist organ, 
sensitive to the twists and turns directed by the bosses in the Russian capital, has frankly stated its 
preference nor that it has even praised the Governor of Illinois. The current line is one of official 
opposition to both “capitalistic” candidates and no deviation is permitted. 





However, orpents are familiar with the indirect but no less positive indications of preference. 


The “angle-ing” of news stories, the flavor of headlines and the shading of phrases in editorials — all 
reveal the true attitude of the Kremlin. 
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An analysis of these indices shows that the Kremlin weights the anti-Eisenhower material in the 
proportion of six against Ike to one against Stevenson. Hence, the comrades understand just what 
Moscow wants them to do. 


These students of Communist tactics also perceive in Vishinsky’s attitude in the current opening 
of the United Nations Conference in New York a further indication of the Kremlin bias. Although the 
delegates of non-Soviet nations generally have avoided any statement which might involve the American 
election, not so with Soviet Russia and its satellites. It was particularly noted that, in the session of 
October 17, a Polish Communist delegate attacked Eisenhower’s speech about freeing satellite countries, 


and on the 18th Vishinsky sneeringly referred to Ike’s “electioneering” tactics. There was no reference 
at all to Stevenson. 


Experts on Soviet tactics believe the Kremlin preference for Stevenson is also — and most impor- 
tantly — based on the necessities of the “new line” announced by Stalin in his speech of last week. 
The appearance of this “new line” was forecasted in HUMAN EVENTS on September 17. We said 
then that the new course would call for collaboration with “bourgeois” elements, and would replace 
the “revolutionary line”, which has shaped Comintern policy since 1946. We recalled that “the same 
thing took place in 1935 when the Popular Front was started. It was this Popular Front which brought 
about the fall of France and which enabled the Soviets to carry off the fruits of World War II and its 
peace settlement of Yalta and Potsdam.” 


It is glaringly obvious, therefore, that the Kremlin needs a certain type of American executive 
who will be receptive to the “new line”, as Franklin D. Roosevelt welcomed the Popular Front line 
and its pink protagonists fifteen years ago. And consequently, it seems clear that the one candidate who 
has shown such extraordinary “innocence” of Soviet tactics is the Democratic candidate. Eisenhower has 
drawn Communist fire for his statements on Eastern Europe. He will not do. But the man who gave 
the deposition for Soviet agent Alger Hiss clearly fits the specifications laid down in the Kremlin. 


Political Chatter: Senator Byrd in an eloquent speech last Friday denounced Stevenson, but no 
Democrat read Byrd out of the party. Neither — it is significant to note — did any Democrat dare 
suggest that Byrd in the next Congress should lose his seniority rights in the Senate. This kind of 
threat is being uttered with wearisome repetition in the South, by Stevenson supporters. 


The reasons for leaving Byrd alone are: (1) He is too prominent and respected a Senator to bully; 
and (2) he might, in retort, broadcast the truth of which too few Southern members of Congress are 
mindful, i.e., that the Democrats could not organize Congress without the conservative Southerners. 
In the Senate, there are 16 staunch conservative Southern Democrats and some 85 similar Representa- 
tives in the House. Not since the landslide of 1936 have there been sufficient Northern Democratic 
members of Congress to organize Congress and ladle out the chairmanships. No such prospect is in 
view for this year’s congressional elections. In short, the Southern conservatives hold the balance of power. 





Skepticism about the polls prevails in the Capital. Memories of the 1948 surprise outcome 
linger, and bitterly. Therefore, polls reporting that Stevenson is drawing abreast of Ike inspire remarks 
about the “hedging” of the pollsters, who wish to have an alibi for the morrow of the election. 





Former followers of Taft now working zealously for Ike confess that they really do not know 
through which political leaders Ike will act if he wins the election. Arthur S. Summerfield, friend 
of the Taft-ites, has won out over other counsellors of the General on a number of matters. But Governor 
Sherman Adams, darling of the Eastern internationalists, remains the right hand man of the candidate. 
In short, as one of the ex-Taft workers put it, “Perhaps our fight will only begin the day after Ike wins.” 


Administration sources are already doping the outlines of the cabinet, should Stevenson win, 
as follows: Averell Harriman for Secretary of State; Beardsley Rum] (author of the withholding tax) 
for Secretary of the Treasury; Wilson Wyatt, Attorney General; Defense — don’t know, pope present 
Secretary Lovett would remain as a “hold-over” for many months. 
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Those who favor realignment of parties perceive good prospects whichever candidate wins. 
If Ike should be victorious, the chances are that he will have polled a very large popular vote in the 
South, whether he takes many Southern electoral votes or not. This should prompt his Administration 
to encourage realignment and joint reorganization of the Congress by Republicans and Southern Democrats, 
If Adlai should win, the coalition of the same two elements would stiffen and work together closely; it 
would provide the basis for the hope for a “new party” which would inevitably be expressed following 
a GOP defeat. Conservatives will be in the majority in the next Congress, as they have in the last seven 
Congresses. Despairing cries that defeat dooms the Republican Party might well be drowned in hailing the 
birth of a new consolidated “conservative” party. At least, that is how it looks to some observers today. 


Rebellion: Our associate, Frank Chodorov, who enjoys the vantage position of a lecture trip in the 
Middle West, mails us his obiter dicta on the coal strike: 


The current coal strike is not an effort to compel the mine owners to pay the workers higher wages; 
but to compel the United States government to permit the owners to pay higher wages, and benefits. It is 
an act of violence against the Government — and that is rebellion. The strike is in character exactly like 
an invasion of Washington by an armed force of citizens intent on intimidating the Executive and causing 
him to alter a decree. His sovereignty is attacked. 


If John L. Lewis is successful in this venture, it will be only because his claim to sovereignty ‘is 
acknowledged by the Executive. He will have achieved the superior position by an act of coercion. On the 
other hand, to maintain his top position the Executive must use coercive measures of greater potency than 


that of Mr. Lewis. Will he? : 


I venture the opinion that in this struggle for sovereignty — or power — Mr. Lewis will win. 


Air Power in Korea: Marine Commandant General Lemuel C. Shepherd, Jr., has stirred up a big 
rumpus in service circles by attacking the Air Force for failure to stop supplies from coming to the 
enemy’s front lines in the present bitter battles. Major Alexander P. de Seversky, well-known writer on 
aviation matters, retorts by saying that the Shepherd assault “seems to me not only unwarranted, but close 
to foul. If allowed to stick, it will tend to discredit air power, with disastrous results for American 
security.” (New York Journal-American, October 19, 1952.) 


Seversky stresses that bombing of the enemy supply lines cannot be entirely successful while the enemy 
enjoys unlimited freedom to build up its forces beyond the Yalu River. “The most the air force could do 
against such handicaps was sharply to reduce the flood of Communist reinforcements and this they cer- 
tainly have accomplished.” The writer on air power then offers the most illuminating simile we have 
seen to explain this hopeless situation (which was created by State Department policy). 


“Suppose your kitchen sink has overflowed and flooded the room. You try to mop up the water 
on the floor — but don’t close the faucet. No matter how hard and well you mop, the water will 
continue to pour onto the floor. The whole procedure will be exhausting and futile. That, in effect 
has been the heart-breaking procedure imposed upon our air forces. They are expected to ‘mop up’ the 
enemy supply and forces while the ‘faucet’ — the sources of Communist reinforcement north of the Yalu 
— remains wide open. Closing off the flow has, unhappily, been precluded by political considerations.” 


From Major Jordan’s Diaries: George Racey Jordan, with Richard L. Stokes. New York. Harcourt, 
Brace and Company. $3.75. Reviewed by Burton Rascoe. 


This is an important and appalling contribution to the history of the Great Betrayal. Bits of that 
history have been coming to us piecemeal over a period of five years, in spite of the most powerful 





organized forces for suppression that money, official position,-command over media of expression and 
the whip of: economic and social reprisals can make possible. 


The Great Betrayal began with the first honeymoon of Roosevelt and Stalin, which, with Stalin, was 
a despised and despicable alliance entered into only for money, for advantages and better opportunities 
to strangle and to kill. Among the first progeny from this misalliance were the fecund and rapidly 
multiplying Soviet espionage cells in the State Department, known as the Harold Ware and Noel Field 
“apparatuses”. 
, ‘Major George Racey Jordan supplies much hitherto missing information as to how the espionage 
activities of traitors in our Government, in defense and industrial plants, at the nuclear fission estab. 
lishments of Los Alamos, Oak Ridge and under Stagg Field, Chicago, profited. 


Tons of secret documents and formulas packed in cheap suitcases and tied with window cord 
arrived by air and railway at the Army Air Base at Great Falls, Montana, where Major Jordan served 
as liaison officer with the Russians. From there the stuff was flown by Russian pilots to an Alaskan 
air base and thence to Moscow. 


There was nothing secret (except to the American public and to the watchdogs of Treasury expend- 
itures in the Congress) about most of the stuff, costing the American taxpayer about $9,500,000,000 
plus another two billion for technical aid, which was flown from Great Falls. It was “Lend-Lease”, the 
generous bounty of Harry Hopkins, who declared at a rally for Russian aid in Madison Square Garden: 
“We are determined that nothing shall stop us from sharing with you all that we have and are.” 


“Lend-Lease”, under the law which created it, was limited to supplies directly needed for the 
successful prosecution of the war. But, as Hopkins was so plaintively to remind Stalin in Moscow 
in 1945, “We construed the law very liberally in sending foodstuffs and other non-military items to 
your aid.” 

It was Hopkins who thus construed the law. He was dictator of “Lend-Lease” as surely as Stalin 
was the dictator of the uses in Russia to which our “Lend-Lease” supplies were to be put. 


_ Racey Jordan, after his suspicions were aroused over the immense quantities of black suitcases 
that were going through, began to keep his own records of the airships’ manifests. Afterwards he was 
able to get from the Russians a complete itemized list of the “Lend-Lease” shipments. The list fills 
fifty pages of his book. 


In one suitcase, containing documents from Oak Ridge, filled with symbols of chemical Sensei 
and algebraic calculations, was a note on White House stationery, addressed to A. Mikoyan, one of 


the three top men of the Kremlin, and a notation, “Currie had a hell of a time getting these away from 
Groves—H.H.” 


Groves was General Groves, commander of the Manhattan Project, who was aghast at Jordan’s 


recital of the formulas found in the black bags and of the manifests of “bomb power”, uranium nitrate, 
uranium oxide, cadmium metal, graphite, thorium and other essentials in atomic experiments. 


_ This was an indication to Groves that in spite of the most elaborate security precautions, the 
Russians had got from treasonable sources in America not only the knowledge of how A-bombs are 
made, but also the precious materials needed in the making of them — three years before our own 
first successful test of the bomb. 


Jordan tells this appalling story in its fascinating and frightening entirety. 


Now, the same persons and the same publications that so eagerly defended Alger Hiss, William 
Remington, the principals in the Amerasia case et al, have sought to discredit Major Jordan just as 
they sought to discredit Whittaker Chambers. 
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THE PASSIVE PROFESSIONAL MAJORITY 
By E. MERRILL RooT 


N THE 1920’s Upton Sinclair wrote a now half-forgotten book, The Goose-Step. Its 
I thesis was that capitalism dominated American colleges, that the Plutocracy was in the 
saddle and rode the academic mind, that education was ultra-conservative. The book was 
somewhat sentimental, often petulant, largely exaggerated; yet at that time its charge 
had a basic point that called for a corrective. College presidents and professors met the 
charge with a sense of outrage that became a most vocal outcry. Why? Largely, I think, 
because the charge, though exaggerated, touched a sensitive nerve and stirred a latent sense 
of guilt. 


But what happens today when the same charges are even more violently made? When 
The Nation (June 28, 1952) revives and streamlines Sinclair’s thesis, suggesting that 
American life (including the academic world) is under the shadow of fascism, what is the 
reaction of college presidents and professors? Gone is all the anger. Instead, the charge 
is accepted and even welcomed by colleges with a strange complacency. 


But if, on the other hand, one ventures even to suggest, much less to state strongly, 
that a militant minority of Left-minded liberals and radicals is out-shouting and out- 
smarting the patriotic and Right-minded majority of college professors, who allow their 
beliefs to be drowned in the din, one is promptly declared a traitor to professors and an 
enemy of the colleges. Today, the outrage and the outcry that once met the charge of 
conservatism are now expended on the charge of radicalism. Again, why? Is it not now, 
as then, for the same reason — that the indictment touches a sensitive nerve and stirs a la- 
tent sense of guilt? 


W ™" THEN, is the answer which we Right-minded professors should make when we 

are accused of standing too far to the Left? We should not deny — for we cannot do 
so truthfully — that there have been and are radical excesses in the colleges; but we 
should seek creatively and affirmatively to balance and supersede these by developing the 
good that lies in our own hearts, which (for reasons too detailed to discuss here) have lain 
fallow and passive. The radical minority today is activist, and therefore bulks huge; the 
conservative majority is passivist, and so develops no voice and influence to equal its num- 


bers and its intelligence. Let professors not be angry with those who are in conflict with 
the Left, but let them themselves drown out that Left with their own bold affirmations. 
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Take a concrete example of what I mean. An AP release (October 9, 1952) informs 


the country that a little cell of liberal Harvard professors has launched a campaign to raise 
funds and influence people toward the defeat of Senators McCarthy in Wisconsin and Jen- 
ner in Indiana. The professors have a perfect right to do this, and even to resort to the 
doubtful grace of labelling these two patriotic and intelligent Americans ‘the greatest 
menace the American liberal tradition has faced in our lifetime”. But I and (I hope) 
many more Americans have an equally good right to say that these professors are defi- 


nitely on the Left and that they offer evidence that professors and colleges often stand on 
the: Left. 


My main point, however, is something deeper and more important: I think that 
many American professors believe that Senator Jenner, at least, is one of the bulwarks 
preserving American traditions and freedom; yet, what have we done to help him in com- 
parison with what the radical professors have done to hurt him? Why do not Right- 
minded professors organize a cell to write letters and raise funds? Why let Harvard pro- 


fessors destroy what we can create? 


Again, at least 160 American professors publicly endorsed and sponsored the left- 
wing Waldorf-Astoria “Peace Conference”. Whatever their caliber or motivation — 
whether they were sympathizers with, or only dupes of, the Great Reaction — all 160 of 
them were deliberately advertising to the American people that American colleges are 
Left-minded. I do not smear them with red when I say this — they smeared themselves by 
playing in the red paint. Why feel an outrage at the mere stating of the fact, or indulge 


in outcry over the mere listing of the professors’ own free choice? 


Most American colleges, most American professors, are too intelligent and too pa- 
triotic to dabble in this lunacy of the Left. But why are we not, ourselves, equal activists 
of the Right? We could have deluged the papers with letters explaining the idiocy of such 
crying of peace when there is no peace, such camouflage of the vulture as the dove. We 
could have explained to our students the trickery of such “peace offensives”. We could 
have publicly dissociated ourselves from the bad taste and wretched logic of our col- 
leagues, and drawn up statements to rebuke them. There were 160 signatures to the Wal- 


dorf-Astoria ‘‘Peace Conference”; why were there not 16,000 against it? 


WwW GETs colleges into public disfavor today — often far beyond their real desserts? 
First, during the honeymoon of the New Deal with the Communist Party, a hard, 


ruthless, militant, sophisticated core of party-liners established itself secretly here and 


there in positions of power. They were not many, they are not many; but they are clever, 
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powerful, and set in key positions. They are most concerned with not being known as 
Communists, or even fellow-travellers; they are quite content if they can slant history, liter- 
ature, political science, or any subject, so as to pour acid on American traditions, Ameri- 


can life, American morale. 


Sometimes an open servant of the party-line will be visible: The Saturday Evening 
Post (in an editorial, September 7, 1952) wrote: “Dr. Clarence F. Hiskey, who was ac- 
cused under oath of atomic espionage — and has himself refused to answer essential ques- 
tions on the ground of self-incrimination — has been rehired by Brooklyn Polytechnic In- 


stitute”. But, if possible, they are not known and do not wish to be known. 


Secondly, I regretfully believe that many of the too complacent professors of the 
Right, while innocent of any subversive words or deeds, help the cause of subversion 
simply by being too complacent and minimizing the danger. They will not see what is 
written in letters a foot high. So they become sincere anti-anti-Communists, and seem to 
defend what actually they should hate. They are like the lady who wrote me that in the 
1900’s she “played at being a Socialist’ while in college, and now she votes Republican, 
so why worry? But what good has her voting Republican done her, when the increasing 


vogue of ‘“‘playing liberal” has opened the dykes to the deluge of the last two decades? 


So a charming academic lady told me: ‘Whittaker Chambers wants to see Commu- 
nists under every bed.”” Of course Chambers says, rather, that certain Communists are im 
certain beds where they have no right to be. But too few will believe that. They talk as the 
Trojans must have talked to Cassandra, the very night before Troy fell in blood and fire. 

A college professor does me the honor courteously and intelligently to criticize my 
view. He tells me that I see everything in terms of black and white, and the issues are not 
black and white but all shades of gray. Of course I know the subtle complexities of 
things; yet my experience has shown me that only as I see contrasting colors — in a charcoal 
of Blake, an oil of Rembrandt, a sunset over Indiana hills, or the conflict of collectivism 
and individualism — do I see truth. We see the world as “all shades of gray” only when 


fog covers all the world. 


We cannot afford to see the world in fog today. Too many casualties in Korea, too 
many millions in Siberian slave camps, too ominous an advance of state-controlled auster- 
ity regimes as in England, too many collectivists in high places, make it too perilous. A 
G.I, dying on Korean hills is not dying for a shade of gray; Hermann Flade, facing the 
death sentence of the East German People’s Court with the words “Freedom means more 
than life to me”, is not dying for a shade of gray. The world is divided into black and 


white, so far as will and moral choice are concerned. 


- Adso. my. gdod:critic says he himself knows all party-liners on the campus (because 
they have tried to influence him personally), . and they are only,.three out of 3,000; thus 
demonstrating a naiveté about the ways party-liners function. He goes | on to say — a favorite 
reductio- aa~ ~absurdam of the charge that the academic tone is leftish — that the majority 
of professors i in his university vote Republican. That is the dreadful fact: they vote Re- 
publican, but: their enemies act collectivist. We must cease to salve our cons neces by vot- 
ing ar emerea and begin to change things by ane individualist: if 4, 
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T HIS USUAL American optimism, this allergy: to the deipic sense of fife, is our most dan- 

gerous: weakness. It leads to complacency, tolerance of the intolerable; and Com. 
munist-aiding anti-anti-Communism, so academically fashionable today. ' 


_Simply:ponder, in rebuttal, the cool. statement ofthe cautious Arthur Krock (New 
“York. Times,.July 14, 1949), who says. that.for:the.last.16 years ‘the grewing testimony 
of the press,.the letters to the editor column, the radio, book reviews, and other media 
for carrying persuasion to the people . . . is currently from the left’’. « “We professors of 
the Right may urge that we have done nothing to help this oa “but ‘what have we done 
to hold it back? 2 


- One fault we transcend is the tendency to ignore the concrete hind: to. glorify the ab- 
stract. The modern abstract intellectual loves terms like “liquidate” — it ‘sounds as harm- 
‘less ‘as pouring champagne on a telephone directory. Let us see it as it is — the blowing 
of a political opponent’s brains out by a pistol behind the ears. 


ot 
« : 


‘When Shakespeare shows us the vicious Cornwall trampling out Gloucester’ S eyes, 
he does not reduce it to a statistic (““Gloucester, so far, has lost only one eye’ .2”’), or to 
abstraction (‘‘Gloucester, after all, has merely had his eyes liquidated .. .’””) — —he has Corn- 
wall say, “Out, vile jelly.” Re 


Let us learn this reality. Let us not comfort ourselves with the’ statistics that there 
are only “a few thousand card-carrying Communists”, or the fallacious abstract compati- 
son between the ‘“‘communism”’ tried by the primitive Christians or to the experimental 
Americans and the Soviet version, ‘‘so why point with alarm?’’ Let us see the G. I. on 
Korean hills, Cardinal Mindzenty as photographed before his trial and after his trial, the 


low wages and high taxes of socialist England. 


Above all, let us professors of the Right transcend our Hamlet-hesitance. We have 
played Hamlet long enough. ‘To be or not to be” is no longer a possible question. 





E. Merrill Root jis Professor of English at Earlham College, Richmond, Ind., and the author of several books of 

poetry. His “Darkness at Noon in American Colleges’ — HUMAN EVENTS, July 30 — attracted wide atten- 
tion; over 25,000 copies were bought and distributed by individuals and the article was reprinted in a number of 
publications. 


ADDITIONAL COPIES: One—$.20; six—1.00; ten—1:50; fifty—5.50; one hundred—10.00. Quotations for larger quantities on request. 
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